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=> At ſogreat a Friend to Truth, that! cannot 
_ hgcaty expreſ5-the favor. youhaye done .me 
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ichdrew my Friend and me 

s deqeiredtmany even of the. 
z: andfor my. part "Tthink it no-dif- 
=o be wiltaken'4n ſo good Company, and 
too 3 foo; for I \always 5 thought tha hat the. common: 
either £9 et the wor 4 ka the Author's 
own themfelyes the. ye4 i read- 
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The Author of the Six Conferences puts the ſtreſs of his bs 
Diſcourſe on this Principle, Thar if T ranſubſt attiation Were 0ne. of 
che Doktrins of Chriſtianity, Chriſtian Religion would be oppoſed with 
greater frengrh rhanir can be maintained, becauſt ove might oppofe ; 
& whatever « offered againſt Tranſubſtantiation , 4%. all evidence 
of ſenſe. Iretorted the Argument, ſaying, That the ſame medi 
wn would throw downall Authority of joey 2m becauſe before a 
Pagatican be Convinced. of rhe Truth of '$cfipturey he muſt conkgls 
thas dbrabam's ſenſes weredeceived, and by conſkquence that it 
-1spoſſible for his own to be. fo. Now, according to the Author of 
the Sx Conferences, a Heathen hath greater evidence of the [»fal- 
libility of hs Senſes, than of the Truth of the holy Scriptures; there- 
fore he hath a PrOnger Argument to retain him from aſlcnting to 
+ them, thanto move h noe tae ther. Now, Sir, if you think 

to enervate my. Diſcourſe” with thoſe Arguments you are pleaſed 
roexpoſein Print, your Reaſon is as much deceived as Abraham's 
Senſes; and if you. intend to convince Men of their ſolidity, you 
muſt unagia their ag OP tobeasfhallow as your own, 

You anſwer thus,: "pA that x ro hen inthe iSth of 
Geneſis, for ought canbe that time afſume the real Bo- 
dies,of men; and thenyou bak your rien with a killing.;PAaren- 
theſis, 1: ſhould ſeem. Fo by their eating. Now, Sir, if I reply, For 
ought can be proved they did not aſſume real Botizs ; Wrawe boot as god 
an end of the Staffas you? Nay, wed 11d Toi, 
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pho. you will not the "CCl 
Scripture) ply; ho gar, a p 
my ob hs 1t may very probably, be wes? | 
Rody, Þut only.in appearance; otherwiſe he 'righttHe $ re: 
ally as70b5a9. But becauſe you thought men would not.moch rely an 
this weak Anſwer 20 to another; telling vs, hers a.n0 rity 
between the of Srahas, and owrs hes . But 
why, S$i*? rircerras that rorhe making orgy pw 
thnig more lk 


viz, 4 buman:Soul ; and whether that were rheve or ect 

room of tt, was more _ brahamcon'd cerrai oy ies by fenſes - 

But there is wat the thay? ting af a piece of 'Brezad, bexauſt there is 
[.co. think there: - | 
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: elſe. Nay, Sir, you cannot but know that the moſt ap- 
proved P Aches eavry Chriſtiaoicy, maintained that/in m 
odies there'was a formaregers, as they termed it; and' others at 
leaſt admitted Flementary 'Forms, not diſcernible by the ſenifes. 
And few rejefted theſe Opinions, till Des Carres raked out of the 
Aſhes of &picurus and Democritms, his Scholaſtic Nonſenſe. Now, 
Sir, preſcinding from Chriſtianity, the greateſt- part of Philoſo- 
phers ſtand for me. Is it not then a madneſs above expreſſion to 
pawn your Soul Des Carter's Opinion is true. ( T aſſure you, 5, 
(by the by) people who are ſo prodigal of their own Sonl, ſhall fe- 
yer have the guiding of mine.) And now, Sir, that you ſtake your 
Soul on Des Carter's ſide, I prove thus : If Chriſt hath revealed the 
reality of his Corporal Preſence in the B. Sacrament, and you deny 
it chiefly upon Des Cartes Account 3 you ſtake" your: Soul on Des 
Cartes's his fide 3 but ſoit is: Ergo, T prove the Afinor, - You de- 
ny that Chriſt has revealed his Corporal Preſence, ' becauſe 'tis im- 
way he ſhanld : This you prove, becauſe *tis impoſſible all our 
enſes ſhould bedeceived. ' When I tell you, Abrabam's were; you 
deny it, becauſe to the making wp that Creature we call a Man, there 
goes ſomething more than what 4s viſivie torhe eye ;- in! Bread the caſe is 
otherwiſe, becauſe there is no ground to think there is any thing in a 
piece of Bread, more than. what is d5fcernible to ſenſe. ' Therefore your 
Salvation or Damnation depends chiefly on the Truth or Fality of 
this Opinion. Therefore you lay your Sont on Des Carter's fide. 

And now, dear Reader, | appeal to you, Whether our Anti-Trav- 
ſubſtantiators, or Anti-Reifhs have fo much reaſon to boaſtof, to 
ridicule one of the moſt Sacred Articles of Chriſtian Belief ? An Ar- 
ticte as old as Chriftianity it elf, ched by the Apoſtles, deli- 
vered by holy Doftors, ſealed with the Blood of Martyrs, and more 
than once confirmed by General Councils. Shall I call him a Chri- 
ftian; nay a man, who gives greater credit to a doting Des Carte, 
thanto ſo many Divine Oracles? No, no ; who thus abuſes Reaſon, 
deferves a ) cqniay. em thoſe” Creatures who have none. 

' Follluffrate your Anſwer, (which is yery obſcure) you bring 
fortha Black Dag. Sir, let me tell you ſerionfly, oneof R_—_ 
munion has been highly fcandaliz'd that you ſhould play-the Buffoon 


ſomethin 


in fa Sacred a matter: And for my part, 1 am refolv'd my Pa 
ſhall not be btarkd with your Cwr : 'yet I muſt inform the R , 
"tis more than probable the Black Dog bears fome fimilitude with 
the, Author ; firft, as to the colour; ferondly; they both rark and 
bark tono purpoſe. A 2 
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(4) 
Next you accuſe. me for condemning the Author's Logic. Sir, I 
did, and your ſelftoo for defending it. What fay you to thiswa 
of arguing z- Some Dottors are Ignor amuſſer in Logic, ' therefore all are 
You will, without doubr, at ſeaſt after ſome hums, grant theAnte- 
cedent, and then deny the Conſequence. What then will you ſay 
to this; Our ſenſes deceive ne in thu particular circumſtance of the Eu- 
chariſt;; therefore they may deceive us in any thing elſe ? Pray, Sir, 
onereaſon, Why the Conſequence of the firſt Enthymema muſt be 
deny'd, and not of the laſt? and another if you-pleafe, Why theſe 
be not univerſal Induftionsfrom particular Antecedents ? 
Sir, Becauſe you deſire me to give you as good Scripture-proofs 
for Tranſubſtantiation as there is for the Trinity, and alſo to load 
the DoCtrin of the Trinity, as delivered by Scripture, with as many 
Abſurdities as follow from Tranſubſtantiation: I ſhall comply with 
Jour firſt demand, and confeſs ingenuouſly-I cannot with the ſe- 
cond, becauſe no Abſurdities follow;from the One or the Other; 
and all thoſe ſeeming Abſurdities you lay on Tranſubſtantiation, do 
rather aim at the Real Preſence: and ſo I think it ſufficient here to 
giveas good Scripture-proofs for Chriſt's Corporal Preſence. I ſay 
then, this paſſage,' Thw i' my Body, is as convincing, both for the 
Real Preſence and Tranſubſtaritiation too, as any you can find for the 
Trinity; nor is there any Text -inall the Scripture which oppoſes it. 
Now for theT7rizity what place will you allege ? ar. 28. 19. Go ye 
therefore,and teach all Nations baptizing them intheName of theFather, 
ard of the Son, and of the roy Ghoſt: 1 and my Father am one : Or, 
in fine, There are Three who bear record in Heaven, the Father, and 
theWord, and the Holy Ghoſt ; and theſe Three are One, Ep. Jo. 5.7. 
Now, . Sir, .an Arian will draw from Scripture ſtrovger Arguments 
to -oppugn theſe Texts, than you can for your life tocnervate mine, 
This us my Body. And firſt, if an Arian tells you it does not follow 
the Three Perſonsare One, becauſe the Apoſtles were commanded 
to baptize in the Name of them AZ; How will you diſprove him? 
If you fay, Chriſt affirm'd He and his Father were One; he will rug 
to the other place, 49: Father is greater than I. If again you ſe 
him to St. Fobn Ep. 1.5. he will tell you it proves nothing, becauſe 
the verſe following explicates the precedent, ibid. 8. end there 
are Three that bear witneſs in Earth, the Spirit, and the Water, and 
the Blood; and theſe Three are One: Now "tis evident theſe Three 
are not One ſubſtantially 3 therefore, ſays an .4riaz, nor the for- 
mer. . I-know in your Bible, to. wave the difficulty, you tage 
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(5). 
ſlate, Kai 6 Teas 70 i» cay, And theſe Three: agree in One ;, but 
with wha Authority ?' But till-an' Arias will puſh on further, we 
read in John 17. 2r. where Chriſt pray'd,That they All may be One, 
as Thou, Father, art in Me, and I'in Thee ; that They alſo may be One 
in Us. And again, ibid. 22. That They may be One, even as We are 
One. He will argne'ſo ; Chriſt is only One with his Father, as 'tis 
poſſible for the Diſciplesto be Oz : - But 'tis poſſible for the Diſ- 
ciplesto be One only in Afedion, not in Subſtance; therefore Chriſt 
is only One i Affetion with his Father, not in- Subſtance. Shew me, 
if you can, out of Scripture as ſeeming evidences ,againſt the Do- 
arin of Catholics concerning this Sacrament. But this will be 4 
long while a doing, and therefore I ſhall ſhew you that the Doctrin of 
the Trinity-contradicts this Maxim, Que conveniunt in uno tertio 
conveniunt inter ſe, in the true ſenſe of it. This Principle aſſerts, 
T hat wheu two things agree with a third, 'they agree with themſelves ; 
therefore in the Bleſſed Trinity, if ewo thimgs-which agree with a 
third, do not agree with themſelves, the rin of the Trinity 
contradiCts the Principle: But in the Trinity two things which 
agree with a third, do not agree with themſelves; therefore the 
DoCtrin of the Trinity contradicts the fore-mention'd Maxim. TI 
prove it thus: The perſon of the Son #s the ſame with the Dvvine Eſſence, 
as alſo the perſon of the Father u identified with the ſame Divme'Eſ- 
ſence ; therefore they agree with a third: But the perſon of the Son ts 
mot the ſame with the perſon of the Father ;, therefore the two perſons 
which agree with a third, do not agree with themſelves. Have 1 not 
perform'd my promiſe, Sr ? 

Your laſtquarrel againſt me is, That I have propoſed an inſuf- 
ficient method to convertan underſtanding Infidel. But Jet us ſee 
from whence ariſes the grounds of inſufficiency ?' I will' change my 
Infidel intoa Proteſtant Miniſter for the preſent, and ask him, If 
he will admit there is a God ? I ſuppoſe he will not- deny it, out 
of a fear of paſſing for a Papiſt. I will proceed farther, -and en- 
- quire, Whether God does not ſee ſome Truths, which never a 
Member of-the Univerſity can conceive'? He muſt grant it, oreat 
up his firſt Conceſſion, becauſe otherwiſe God would not be infi- 
nitly Wiſe, and by conſequence no God. Thirdly, -1 would de- 
mand, Whether God cannot reveal thoſe Fruths, and command 
his Creatures to believe them ? Thisalſo he muſt grant me,” under 
painof being one of thoſe Fools mentioned by David, The Gi 
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Gab ins bis heart «; aj : mo 0 God In fing; I would ask this Miniſter, 
What, gvide ta be 'that God had-revealed 

*arhs ith be Top lan) oh mh he would anſwer me, 
a pes a$nq prudent ++ coyld daubt of. Now, is not all moral 
evidence of this natu herefore, ſecing there.is all the moral c- 
Yidence- in-the world 2th the Scripture Is the Word of God, this 
er cannat ratianally deny bus whatever-is contained in it is 
-true. He muſt therefore (whateyer his-Reaſon dictates to the con- 
trary,) confeſs, that the old Philoſophical Principle, - Ex nibilo njhil 
ft, i is falſe, <, a4pel as the other, Que COM VERIUNLE $71 14726 Er $10 CONVENINNE 
wnter ſe > ſo,” he muſt grant thiat our ſenſes may be miſtaken, or 
bw 6 out, k. the Bible the apparitian of Angels to.4braham,Facob, oc. 
Nor is it neceſlary that Gog giye us ather Faculties before he reveal 
theſe Truths, becauſe wy. ys tells me God can do things above 
ml capacity 3 and therefore, ſeeing I cannot doybt of the Revela- 
conclude in theb circymſtances, my Senſe and Reaſon 
xr Oy etved. Shew me a more efficacious way to reduce an Infidel, 
if you can. 
aw, Sir, 1 have made my firſt promiſe good, and what I add 
igex abundant. 

Yautell us, Papiſtscan never prove Tranſubſtantiation, till they firſt 
prove themſelves infallible in interpreting Sexjptares. Seeing, Sir, you 
are conkdent with me, I will take the bo boldneſs touſe the ſame free- 
dom z and Fherefors | tell yqu, till you-can prove the Church of 
England i is 1» fallible in interpreting Scripture, IL will never believe 
they cannot ; for, Sir, I am not ſodevated to ſenſe and prejudice, 

 a$quite to neglect my Reaſon. Sceing therefore the Papiſts chal- 

lenge Dory Scriptures, Fathers, and General Councils, for the ſu 

__ above en and ſhrewd Arguments too (upon my wor ” 
bo rate their Churches Infallibilityz why ſhall I brand them 
» Superſtigion, &c. attheinftigation of a Church which 

il hos Sir I may bs miſtaken ? Rutaſterallz you wil not believe 
revealed this Myſtery; but why? becauſe it is im- 

ie be ould, Me May 20t an Infidel onthe fame grounds deny 

plii eh erſc of the Bible, bache beginning God created He 

oh Earth ? If he ſhopld tell you, God hath not revealed this Truth, 
becauſe. tis impoſlible he ſhould 3 what would you anſwer but this? 
Fre, are an impertinent Fellow. But let us examin your 
Gt the fff | is, Becauſe ur ſenſes tell us 'tis Bread, Fhi 
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' in at the Window, others at the Chimney, another at the Rey-hole : 
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'Cafanbort, &c. ( who Wade Reb Pre 
metHhinks * Chwychodfs Evglartdhirmian ſhowed riever hector gan 
Pfr with ſach ty Argunient, -which 6qoally preath his Breffrew ſh 1 
'Ehrift the Proteſtants? but experience texchts ws,” that nk M 
#Þblind Monfter, Whiel'titakes tro -diffiction between Friends and © 
Foes; ittramples onthoſe, that it may ſacrifice theſ& 86 i& fu?y.. | 
Secondly, Sir, let me ask you upon what Principle your Reaſon 
founds the impoſſibility of the ſame thing's being inſeveral places? 

Is it uport this, that 4 thivg cannot be here, and not here, at the ſame 
time ? Good Sir, ſhew meby what Logic to be here and there, is the 
ſame: as to be here and not here ? But this is not all ; you have ano- 
ther retrenchment ſtill, viz. it. cannot be that the whole Body of a 
man be crowded into the —__ of apins head. This you affirmz but T 
ſeeno reaſon, only an ip/e azxit, which will never paſs for a Demon-- 
ſtration with me. Butif your DoCtrin be true, how came our Sa- 
vior into the Chamber when the doors were ſhut? This queſtion _ 
has put ſome of your Gentlemen toa wor-plas, who at length chooſe: - 
rather to ſpeak Nonſenſe, than nothing at all. Some ſay then he came 


but above all, commend me to a Learned Dotor, who being asked 
how it was poſlible for Chriſt to enter into.the Room, the doors 
lock'd, unleſs his Body were contraQted, gave this (I willnot ſay 
fooliſh, but) impious Anſwer, and, as 1am told, under his hand;Yo# 
know to what perfeftion our Picklocks are come, we muſt give a little more 
dexterity to owf$avior. Had a Few or a Turk (dear Reader) vomit- 
ed out fach a blaſphemons naſe; by I ſhould rather have pitied bs 


ignorance, than blamed bis. malfee;, but for}, a man who profelleth. 
Chriſtianity, who preac] e Goſpel, thus to prophane it, is. 
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STF,. if you know this Gentleman (as probably . you may teach 

tint terter nandges; ber toy ate: turn his Ratlerits OO '&t 

bring him to his wits, 1 is frenzy be not” paſt core an perMace 

him fromexplicating more Scripture, if he canfiot do it without a 4 
crime, As for my Concluſion, Sir, it threatens the DoCor with & 4 
no- | 


